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<av virdp^av p.iv TO inoxHjiov, TOWTO) Se trios
(rvvairrtiv TO KaTrjva.yKa.a'lJ.ti'ov, orav TIS 7rpa^as
o fiovkerai eh o /XT) /JouAeTai ejmreoTj.

There is one passage in the Poetics where
this technical use of TrepnrtTiia, is probably
not used. In 14546 29 the recognition of
Odysseus by his nurse (Od. xix. 396 sqq.) is
described as «K •n-tpurcTcias in opposition to
Trio-Tews iviKa. Professor Butcher translates
it here ' that which results from a turn of
fortune'; but this can scarcely be right.
The recognition does not result from any
turn of fortune : that turn in the fortunes
of Odysseus has not taken place, Odysseus
being still a beggar. Possibly, Vahlen's in-
terpretation is admissible here, though
neither he nor Susemihl apply it to this pas-
sage; the reference might be to Od. xix.
389-391, where Odysseus deliberately tries
to hide the scar but his intention is frus-

trated by the nurse. It would thus mean,
' in spite of the person's own efforts,' and
this makes an excellent antithesis to
TTiortoDs cvcKa. Yet perhaps the simpler ex-
planation is that the word is here used in a
loose popular sense as equivalent to ' an acci-
dent.' This usage is common by the time of
Polybius, with whom Trtpiireriia means little ,
more than ' an accident' or ' a disaster,' and [
£K 7r£piir£T€ias ='accidentally.' Such a degra-
dation of meaning would be very natural;
as the conception of Et/uap̂ eVij gives way
before that of Tu^ in Euripides and in
Menander, it is natural that Trcpin-cTeia
si'.ould sink from an event in which destiny
and the Gods overrule a man's free will for
ends not his own into the mere conception
of capricious accident.

WALTER LOCK.
KebU College, Oxford.

NOTES ON SOME PASSAGES (PP. 55-64) IN LIGHTFOOT'S BIB Lid AL ESSAYS.

IT is a somewhat ungracious task to
criticize Lightfoot's Essays on St. John's
Gospel in the face of the editor's own
statement (p. vii.) that ' they would pro-
bably never have been published by Dr.
Lightfoot himself,' and that, owing to the
peculiar difficulties presented by the MS.
(p. viii.), ' i t is inevitable...that in places the
Bishop's meaning will have been obscurely
expressed, if not entirely missed.' But, so
far as I have seen, critics have not recoguized
the full force of these confessions. They
have placed on the same level the Johanuine
and the Pauline portions of the Biblical
Essays. By such a want of discrimination
the cause of truth suffers for the moment,
and the authority of our most scholarly
theologian may suffer hereafter. I propose
therefore to call attention to some errors in
the second of these Essays for the purpose of
confirming the editorial statement that
' they would probably never have been
published by Dr. Lightfoot himself.'

In setting forth the proofs of the
apostolic origin of the Fourth Gospel,
Lightfoot lays stress on the evidence of
Irenaeus as being (B. E. p. 55) ' a pupil of
St. John's personal disciple Polycarp,' whose
teaching Irenaeus describes in the well-
known letter to Florinus (Eus. U. E. v. 20);
and, after quoting this letter, he adds (B. E.
p. 55) ' It will suffice to notice (1) the
opportunities of the witness, (2) the

thoroughness of the evidence (jravra O-V/J.-
<p<ava Tais ypa.fpa.2s). I n more t h a n one
passage also of his great work he refers to
the " Church of Ephesus," or to the elders
who associated with John in Asia.'

But before laying stress on ' the oppor-
tunities of the witness,' and ' the thorough-
ness of the evidence,' is it not natural to
ask, concerning the witness himself, whether
he is to be trusted as to his own ' opportuni-
ties "I Is he so free from bias and
exaggeration that we can feel satisfied as to
his warrant for Polycarp's complete con-
formity to ' the Scriptures,' and for
Polycarp's descriptions of ' his intercourse
with John and with the rest of those who
had seen the Lord ' t

There are great differences of opinion as
to Irenaeus' age when he heard Polycarp:
but the tenor of his account justifies the
conclusion that he was a mere boy, more
impressed by Polycarp's personal appearance,
gestures, and circumstances of teaching,
than by the teaching itself.1 It would seem

1 He accounts for his vivid recollection of
Polycarp's teaching by saying that (Eus. H. E. v.
20) al 4K waitiuv /ua0jj<reis grow with the soul and
become identified with it. This adverbial phrase
indicates the early days of boyJwod, say about twelve :
and it seems safer to suppose that Irenaeus is here
using the words in their ordinary sense than that he
is referring to his own very arbitrary classification
into five ages(Ir. ii. 22, 4 ; ii. 24, 4), where he deserts
the old classification of seven ages (adopted by Philo
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almost certain that Irenaeus never con-
versed with Polycarp or received any private
instruction from him. Otherwise, could he
have failed to mention it to Florinus ] In
the letter to Florinus, it is the latter who
is ' in company with' Polycarp : 1 Irenaeus
is a mere boy who occasionally heard
Polycarp's discourses to the multitude (irpos
TO TTA.T}0OS), and ' by God's mercy' 2 listened

' to them with attention. It would not be
thought allowable in these days to call one
who had merely attended a great preacher's
discourses ' a pupil' of the preacher : and
even if we let the word pass, we ought
never to use it without adding ' but not
pupil in the ordinary sense.' 3 But it may
be urged that the confidence in his own
judgment implied by the decisive and de-
liberate verdict 'altogether in accordance
with the Scriptures' shows that Irenaeus
must either have been older than twelve
when he heard Polycarp, or must have said
much more than he was justified in saying
when he wrote to Florinus. The latter-
alternative is, as I shall try to show, the
more probable. This very letter to Florinus
suggests exaggeration. He appeals to
epistles of Polycarp ' which he wrote either
to the neighbouring Churches for their con-
firmation, or to certain of the brethren for
their warning and exhortation ' ; yet in his
later Refutation of Heresies (iii. 3, 4) he
merely mentions one epistle: ' And there
is also an epistle of Polycarp written to the
Philippians, of great weight, from which
those who desire to do so and who take
thought for their salvation may learn the

i. 26, from Hippocrates) and substitutes one that
seemed to harmonize with a favourite belief of his
—-that Christ lived to the age of nearly fifty. The age
of twelve seems not an uulikely one for a irais in the
early period of boyhood (comp. Lk. ii. 43, viii.
51, 54).

Note that in the Refutation (iii. 3, 4) Irenaeus
does not claim to have been a pupil of Polycarp, or
to have learned from him, but merely to have ' seen'
him. This accords with his habitual distinction
between those who had 'seen,'and those who had
'heard,' or 'learned from,' the Apostles. In the
Refutation, wheu he quotes Polycarp, it is from the
reports of others (iii. 3, 4) : 'There are those (prob.
Pothinus) who have heard from him {i.e. Polycarp)
how John, &c.'

1 ' For I saw thee, when I was still a boy, in
Lower Asia in company with (Trapa) Polycarp.'

2 The phrase seems intended to mean that a boy so
young (but for God's special ' mercy ') could hardly
be expected to take in the discourses.

3 We do not know the birth-place of Irenaeus. It
is quite possible that his stay at Smyrna may have
been brief. It is generally assumed (without
authority stated) that he was born in Asia Minor ;
but Eusebius contains no proof of this. Possibly he
was born in Syria and stayed at Smyrna for a time
while his father was moving to Gaul.

type of his faith and the preaching of the
truth.' Now in a fairly accurate writer we
might explain the two passages by saying
that in the later, writing to the public, he
appeals to that particular epistle of
Polycarp which had become more prominent
than the rest, but in the earlier, writing to
one who had known Polycarp, he appeals to
Polycarp's Epistles generally. But if he is
generally inaccurate, the more probable con-
clusion would be that in writing to Florinus
about Polycarp's numerous epistles he is
appealing to documents that he has not
himself seen and merely conjectures to be
be existent. We must remember that
Eusebius himself assumes Irenaeus to have
exaggerated the closeness of the relationship
between Papias and John the Apostle.
Irenaeus had called Papias ' a hearer of
John ' ; Eusebius shows from Papias' own
words that he certainly did not claim to have
heard him and probably had never heard
him. And the mere fact that Eusebius
assumes Irenaeus to have no other evidence
to prove the ' hearing' indicates his unfav-
ourable opinion of the latter's accuracy.4
Such an opinion is certainly confirmed by
some of Irenaeus' errors in his Refutation.
Arguing there against heretics whom he
accused of perverting the Scriptures, he
must have been more than usually careful
to avoid error himself. But he makes most
flagrant mistakes, especially under the
influence of a wish to prove a theory. For
example, when he is attacking the believers
in the Ogdoad for wresting Scriptures so as
to favour their theories about the number
eight, or for ignoring those Scriptures which
do not contain it, he himself—actuated by
the desire to show that the number ' five '
is extensively used in Scripture—asserts (ii.
24, 4) that the Lord and His companions
made up ' five' persons who entered the

4 An unfavourable opinion also seems implied in
Eusebius' (S. E. v. 8) summary of Irenaeus' testi-
monies as to miracles and scriptures. It begins with
a 8TI STJ ('according to his account'), introducing a
statement about the raising up of many dead saints ;
it ends with his statement that Ezra was inspired to
reunite the Law and the Prophets ; it gives at full
length his testimonies to the Apocalypse (against
which Eusebius has a strong feeling); and there is not
a word of praise of his knowledge, accuracy, or in-
sight. He simply says—and lie could not well say
less—that he has promised to set down the sayings of
the ancient ecclesiastical elders and historians, and
' since Irenaeus, too, was of their number, come, let
us set down his sayings.' It is hardly fanciful to
discern a tract of disparagement in so grudging a
statement, especially when compared with the praise
he freely bestows on other writers. The only praise
he gives Irenaeus indicates (H.E. v. 20, 3) admiration
for his carefulness as a scribe.
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chamber of the daughter of Jairus ; and, to
prove this, he actually omits the name of
John and asserts that Jesus ' suffered no
man to go in save Peter and James and the
father and the mother of the maiden' (see
Lk. viii. 51). Then—apparently following,
but with a difference, Justin Martyr, who
had (tryph. 91) recognized four 'horns' in
the cross—he speaks of (ib.) ' five' extremi-
ties (fines et summitates) of the cross; he
says that the ' whole man (totus homo)'
may be divided into ' head, breast, belly,
thighs, feet' (conveniently ignoring the
arms and hands!); and lastly adds (ib.)
' the human race passes through five ages ;
at first the infant, then the boy, then the
little one (parvulus), and after these the
mature man, and then at last the old man.'1

All these instances occur in one chapter of
the second book of the Refutation. In the
same book he tells us that (ii. 33, 2) Plato

' was the first to introduce the theory of
metempsychosis, and (ii. 35, 3) he con-
fidently gives explanations of the names of
God (Eloeim, Eloeuth, Adonai, Sabaoth,
Jaoth) which induce most of his editors to
dissent, and one to declare that ' some
sciolist appears to have here imposed upon
our author.' Elsewhere (iv. 20, 12) he
represents Rahab the harlot as receiving
' three' spies (instead of ' two') and then
adds ' doubtless (a type of) the Father and
the Son with the Holy Spirit' ; and after
quoting M. xi. 27 ' No man knoweth,. <fec.,'
and mentioning that Lk. resembles it, he
proceeds (iv. 6, 1) 'Mark has the very same,
for John omits this passage' ; whereas Mk.
omits it also I He also represents Jairus as
' high-priest' (v. 13, 1 summi sacerdotis)
instead of ' ruler of the synagogue,' and in
the same section he introduces facts con-
nected with the raising up of Jairus'
daughter in the raising up of the widow's
son. A long extract exceeding a chapter is
quoted (v. 35, 1) from the apocryphal
Barach as from 'Jeremiah the prophet.'
Another passage, not found in the Scriptures,
he quotes once (iii. 20, 4) as from Isaiah but
elsewhere (iv. 22, 1) as from Jeremiah.

Again, where he quotes an ' elder,' he
never mentions by name Pothinus or
Polycarp, or any one except Papias. He
seems to take a pleasure in hiding names
under some tedious periphrasis. Even in
such traditions as he mentions there is no
trace of any such first-hand information as
Irenaeus might be supposed to have received

1 ' Parvulus' and ' puer' seem to have been
transposed; or could ' parvulus' be an erroneous
rendering of fi.npa.Kiov ('stripling ') ?

(Eus. H. E. v. 20) ' about the Lord and
about His miracles, and about His teaching '
which Polycarp claimed to have received
from 'eye-witnesses of the life of the Word.'
Sum up what he himself professes to have
heard from the 'elders,' and what does it
amount to? Roughly to this; (1) that
Polycarp used to (//. E. v. 20) stop his ears
against heretical doctrine and to say, ' O
good God, for what times hast thou kept me
that I should endure such things ' ; (2) that
John (iii. 3, 4) left the baths on finding that
Cerinthus was there, for fear the roof
should fall in; (3) that Polycarp (ib.) called
Marcion ' the first-born of Satan ' ; (4) that
(ii. 22, 4-6) Christ lived till the age of
nearly fifty;2 (5) that the vision of the
Apocalypse was seen (v. 30, 3) at the close
of the reign of Domitian almost in the
' generation ' 3 of Irenaeus ; (6) that the
number of the Beast was (v. 30, 1)666 and
not 616; (7) that the Lord used to predict
(v. 33, 3-4) a time when there should be
vines each with 10,000 branches, each
branch with 10,000 twigs, each twig with
10,000 shoots, and so on, each grape giving
25 measures of wine ; and that every grain
of wheat would produce ten pounds of fine
flour ; and that ' Papias the hearer of John
and companion of Polycarp' attested all
this in writing; and that when Judas
Iscariot refused to believe the prediction the
Lord replied ' they who shall come to these
(times) shall see; ' (8) that (v. 36, 1, 2)
there are three grades of blessedness for
the departed, viz. 'heaven,' 'paradise,' and
' the city (of the new Jerusalem),' and that
these are indicated by the hundred-fold,
sixty-fold, and thirty-fold of the Parable of
the Sower, as also by the Lord's saying ' In
my Father's realm4 are many " mansions." '

2 See below.3 This is a good specimen of I.'s loose generalities.
Those who treat his statements seriously, argue that
a ' generation' may mean thirty (or even occasion-
ally forty) years, so that the phrase might apply to
anything happening thirty (or forty) years before a
man's birth. But of course a man's ' generation '
may be prospective as well as respective, so that it
might apply to anything happening thirty (or forty)
years after a man's birth. It follows that the phrase
covers a period of sixty (or eighty) years ! If only
he could have condescended to say ' thirty-five years
(or whatever the number might be) before I was
born ' !

4 cV TOIS TOO iroTpds fiov, whereas Jn. xiv. 2 has eV
Ttj oliciq rod ir. nov. The two quotations differ both
in this and in the sense of ixovai. Jn. apparently
means that ' in the palace of the Father there are
many chambers or abiding-places,'without any notion
of transference from one to another. But the tradi-
tion quoted by Irenaeus uses fiovq in the sense of
' halting-place' or ' station (on a journey)' (as in
Pausanias x. 31, 7 ) : 'in my Father's realm there are
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Add to these (9) some attacks on heretical
impostures, as being like ' glass imitations
of jewels,' or like 'gypsum mixed with
milk,' &c, with a statement that the heretic
Marcus is ' equipped by his father Satan,'
and that ' a soul heated with empty air is
audacious and shameless,' utterances pro-
ceeding from one whom Irenaeus calls (Pref.
and i. 13, 3) 6 Kpeiaatov fifntav or (iii. 17, 4)
superior nobis, or (i. 15, 6) ' the divine old
man (-n-pio-fivTris) and herald of the t ru th ' ;
and (10) some comments on 0. T. and on the
relations between the two dispensations (iii.
23, 3, and jxtssim in book iv.) :—and surely
the conclusion must be that either Irenaeus
had no opportunities for hearing anything
of spiritual value not already contained in
the Gospels, or else that, if he heard any-
thing, he was too young to understand and
appreciate it.

The most probable as well as most
satisfactory conclusion is that when Irenaeus
describes an elder as a ' disciple of the
Apostles' he is exaggerating. Pothinus,
for example, who (Eus. U. E. v. 1) is said
to have died after the age of ninety, may
have been (Lightf. S. R. p. 265) ' a boy of
ten at least when the Apostle St. John died':
he had perhaps seen the Apostle and heard
him discourse (as Irenaeus had seen and
heard Polycarp), but he could not fairly be
called ' a disciple of the Apostle.' But he
and others of the elders might have received
traditions from those who had seen the
Apostles and had been taught by them.
Consequently, such a one might be called
(iv. 27, 1) 'an Elder who had heard from
those who had seen the apostles and from
those who had learned (from them) ' : * but

many stations on the road that leads to His presence.'
This difference should have been clearly slated. For
in fact the Elders and the Gospel appear to be not
quoting either from the other, but to be independently
and differently interpreting a common tradition.

Lightfoot, on p. 60, translates ' In my Father's
abode,' but on p. 67 he refers back to it as ' In my
Father's Iwiisc.'

1 The commencement of Lightf.'s remark about
this elder is printed thus (B. E. p. 59): ' An " Elder
of a bygone generation " (de antiguis yrcsbijtcr), a
"primitive character" (iv. 31, 1), an "elder and
disciple of the Apostles " (iv. 32, 1), or, as he is
elsewhere more precisely described, "an elder who
had heard from those who had seen the Apostles and
from those who had learnt" [ab his qui didicerunt,
i.e. from personal disciples of the Lord (iv. 27, 1)].'

It was hardly fair to Lightfoot's memory to print
this. The first words are printed thus in the Leipsic
(1878) annotated edition of the Irenaean fragments :
• talia quaedam enarraus de antiquis p r e s b y t e r
reficiebat nos,' indicating that the editors rendered
' de antiquis' about the old (dispensation).' They
notice no alternative rendering, and no alternative is
possible in the context: and the bishop's two

afterwards the same elder is called (iv.
32, 1)' an elder and disciple of the Apostles.
This seems to illustrate Irenaeus' error
about Papias. Papias had really not ' heard '
from John, but he had ' heard ' from those
who had ' heard' from John; and both
brevity and bias induced Irenaeus to sub-
stitute the latter statement for the former.

Lightfoot's translation of Irenaeus'
statement about Christ's age is thus printed
(B. E. p. 57) : ' " From thirty to forty," he
argues, "a man is reckoned young,"2 but from
his fortieth and fiftieth year he is already
declining into older age, which was the case
with our Lord when he taught, as the Gospel
and all the Elders who associated with John
the disciple of the Lord testify that John
delivered his (sic) account. For he remained
with them (irepUjj.uvev (sic) avrois) till the
times of Trajan. Some of them saw not
only John but other disciples also, and
heard these very things from their own life
(sic) ab ipsis, and bear testimony to such an
account (de huius modi relalione).' There
are at least two misprints here, irtpiiiuivtv
for ira.pt/ji.tivev and ' life' for ' lips.' 3 Also
' disciples' is an erroneous translation of
' Apostolos *—a noteworthy word because
this is one of the very few passages of early
writers that approximate to calling John an
' apostle' (instead of, as usual, a ' disciple').
Further, the Latin is ' a quadragesimo

renderings (' an Elder of a bygone generation' and ' a
primitive character') indicate that he himself was
doubtful about the passage, which he would certainly
have corrected on revision. Again, the three references
should manifestly have been printed in their order,
and then it would have appeared how naturally the
short incorrect form supplanted the longer correct one.
Also 'didicerunt' is a misprint for 'didicerant.'
Lastly, to translate 'ab his qui didicerant' 'from
personal disciples of the Lord ' is inadmissible. It
has been so translated (see note in ed. above quoted);
but such a translation is contrary to the usage of
Irenaeus and should have been at least justified by
examples, or mentioned as doubtful. (The brackets
apparently indicate that this addition is made by
those who edited Lightfoot's MS.) Far more probable
than such a rendering would be the hypothesis that
'ab his ' had dropped out ( 'ab his qui [ab his]
didicerant') as being a repetition : but the Latin may
very well represent vapa r5tv rovs a-notrr6\ovs ewpa-
KOTWV KOI TttSc Trftj)' avTwv iuiovai.vTwv. The distinction
between those who had 'seen' the Apostles (as
Irenaeus had 'seen' Polycarp) and those who had
'heard' i.e. received instruction from them, is a very
natural one.

2 The words 'from thirty...young' could hardly
have been intended by Lightf. to be printed as a
quotation, the original being ' Quia autem triginta
aunorum aetas primaindolisestjuvenis, et extenditur
usque ad quadragesimum annum, omnis quilibet
confitetur': and would Lightf., on revision, have
accepted ' young' as a rendering of ' juvenis' ?

3 Probably, too, Lightf. wrote 'this account,' not
' his account' (wapaSeSaKtyai TOSTO).
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iiutem et quinquagesimo anno declinat jam
in aetatem seniorem : quam habens Dominus
noster docebat.' Now the italicized words
must mean ' which age' viz. ' aetatem
seniorem,' or ' old age,' ' the Lord had (or,
was beginning to have)' : and although the
context demands a different rendering, none
different ought to have been given without
warning of the deviation from the text.1

In the face of these words I do not under-
stand how Lightfoot can say (B. E. p. 57)
' Irenaeus does not commit the elders of the
Asiatic School to his own interpretation of
the passage quoted from St. John's Gospel,
nor to his own view that our Lord was close
upon fifty years old. He only asserts that
the Gospel and the testimony of all the elders
together support the view that our Lord was
past middle life.' But Irenaeus' theory is
that Jesus (ii. 22, 4) came to sanctify
' every age,' and that he was ' a mature
man (juvenis) among mature men ' and ' an
old man among old men (senior in seniori-
bus)'; and for this purpose it would not
have sufficed that He should have simply
' declined towards old age (declinasse in
seniorem aetatem): He ought at least so
closely to approximate to it that He might
be called ' old ' (' senior '). Accordingly,
his statement is, in effect, ' Dominus noster
aetatem seniorem habens docebat'; the
evidence is given by ' Evangelium et omnes
seniores'—all at least who had met (?)
(<ru/ij8e/3A.)7KOTes) John ; these elders say that
John handed down ' these things (Gk. ravra),'
or ' this very thing (Lat. id ipsum).' Some
too had heard ' these same things (haec eadem)
from the lips of other Apostles.' What can
be more definite than this 1 No doubt, when
we resort to the ' Gospel' to which Irenaeus
refers (Jn. viii. 57), ' Thou art not yet fifty
years old,' the bubble is pricked. Then we
see that on one mere hasty controversial cry
of a crowd, and that, too, negative, Irenaeus
is willing to build up an elaborate structure
to suit his theological theories. But what
is the conclusion ? Not that Irenaeus fails

1 Lightf. 's ' which was the case with our Lord'
implies, not that the Lord 'had (reached) older
age' but that He was ' from his fortieth and fiftieth
year declining into older age.' The question arises,
Why did Irenaeus insert ' and fiftieth ' ? Perhaps to
cover the extreme exaggeration of his special
pleading. He begins by arguing, ' Old age com-
mences from forty—or, say fifty,' and then urges
that Jesus was probably nearly fifty. It is hardly
necessary to call attention to the reckless looseness
of such language.

to ' commit the Elders ' as well as the Gospel
to his theory, but that his recklessness of
thought and expression makes him quite
untrustworthy as to what the Elders really
said.

Another misprint affects the important
evidence of Papias given in Eus. / / . E. iii.
39 and printed thus (B. E. p. 63 n.) : ' Yet
Papias himself, in the preface to his dis-
courses, certainly does not declare that he
himself was a hearer and an eye-witness of
the Holy Apostles, but he shows, by the
language which he uses, that he received the
matters of the faith from those who were
his (sic) friends.' For 'his,' read 'their,'
t h e Gk . being TS>V eKeivois yvuipifiZv, i.e. those
who were known to the Apostles. Also, since
8i' a>v <t>rjoi \c£e<ov is Eusebius' phrase for
introducing the express words of an author,
and since he here uses them to introduce a
quotation from Papias, we may render ' But
that he (Papias) had received the truths of
the faith from those who were known to
them (i.e. to the Apostles) he (Papias)
informs (SiSacncei) us in the following terms,
" I will not hesitate...."'

On p. 62 Lightfoot says, ' As Irenaeus
uses the present tense," the elders say,'' and
yet the persons referred to belonged to a
past generation and were no longer living
when he wrote, he must be quoting from
some written record.' But compare this
with his note on \eyov<riv when used by
Papias in Eus. H. E. iii. 39 TI 'AvSpcas f) ri
Tldrpoi fXTrtv a re 'Apurritov Kal 6 TT.
'laxWiys \iyova-iv (S. H. p. 150) 'The
tense should probably be regarded as a
historic present introduced for the sake of
variety.' May not the present possibly be
explained in Irenaeus as in Papias 1 I am
disposed to think that Irenaeus is quoting
from a written work, the work of Papias ;
but to say that he ' must be ' thus quoting
is an exaggeration.

There are many other instances of error,
and some of overstatement, in the Johan-
nine portion of the Biblical Essays, which
place it on an altogether different level from
that of Lightfoot's Pauline work. I may
hereafter point out some of these. The
present specimens are taken from ten con-
secutive pages. I doubt whether a critic
could pick out as many errors in a hundred
or even a thousand pages of his Epistles of
St. Paul.

EDWIN A. ABBOTT.

NO. LXXIX. VOL. ix.


